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With environmental deterioration emerging as the social issue. - 1
) A el
of the decade, increasing emphasis is being placed upon the construction
of environmental education matarials for the pub]ic schools. "If these
< 4
materia]s are. to achieve thEIF‘ObJectIVES, however, they must succeed in -~

———————ac%Fae%4ng—and—hold4pg—the-4nte:est_of_the_classroonLieacher*__Ihls_naper_____ B

argues that marketing, because of its focus on ynderstanding and satisfy-
ing consumer needs, couid play a key role in the deve]opment and diffusion_
of environmental education More broadly, its interest iS'to exp]ore
components of the marketing research model for use in_the context of

curriculum deve]opment. T . ’

The Role of Marketing
A Marketing is concerned with the probjem offdeve]oping and selling

N\ . . : .
products and services which satisfy consumer needS. Marketing people, view

the prob]em.as one- of developing the right product, backed, by thé right _ ¢

EY

promotion; and put in the right place at the right prige (McCarthy, 1968).

- Older concepts of marketing are primarily focused upgh selling and promot-

ing products;’ Maximizing profits, the object of marketing, is achieved
th?oogh sales voiume. Newer concepts of marketing, nowever, focys on the
needs of the consumer and integrate all aspects of the marketing mix to

. . )
meet them. Profits are realized by maintaining customer satisfaction.

. Whereas the older_cpncept has limited applicability outside the ‘business
sector, the newer concept harmonizes'wel] with a variety of enterprises

‘

where profit is not the primary motive.

of -
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- L L Kotler.(]972) gives us this definition of. marketing management:

ﬁarketing management is the analysis, planning, implementdtion,

and control of programs designed to bring about desired . o
exchanges w1th target audiences for the purpose of personal or ~ - e
mutual gain. " It relies heavm]y on the adaptation and cdordina-

tion of product, price, promotion, and place for ach1ev1ng

effective responses (p. 12). ‘.

- - B "
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) The central goal of env1ronmenta] educat;on is a citizenry capable
. B
. of 11v1ng within the -1imits imposed by a c]osed system In many ways,

. environmentai education resembles- a social campaign in which the objective

is to implant a set of attitudes and a base of krowledge capable of

3y, L4

fostering adequate responses to a variéty of circumstances. The "core"
product of ervironmental education is an idea or vision of man ?n harmony
with natural sjstems The tangible or "huyab]e“ product with which this . = -

study is concerned is a curr1cu1um program Past efforts in curriculum

-q

development have.generally been gulded by expert opinion (see  Graig, 1927)

4 v

or.by criteria that reflect specific student outcomes,(Herron, 197]),

’

While the student may be the;u]tiﬁate consumer of curriculum‘content, this

paper suggestéa;he view that the primary consumer of curriculum materials

is the classroom teacher. s ’

L

Ay
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Defining the Potential Market t‘L*-VZ"‘

One goal of this study is to define the potent1a] market for enV1ron-

te

mental education. A large-scale (n = 798) consumer'survey was undertaken
in which the teacher popu]atjdn was allowed tg, define its own level of

invo]vemenf. The survey instrument was mailed to a stratﬁfied»(by subject

A Employing a stra1ghtfor$5rd method of self- report, one Ttem assessed the X

respondent’s knowledge of env1ronmenta] ]ssues, another, the interest in .

\

|
J
.area) random sample of secondary schoo] teachers 1n the state of 0regon ‘ 'i
|
|
|
]
|
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. environmental education; and a third, the.réspondent's use of environ-
¢ use /

’

- /
_ . menta]ﬁthemes in the classroom. “Environmental edqca;iont.ﬁaéﬂvery' ’
’ broadly defined so thét respéhses reflect ;ﬁe inaividual teachér‘s .
, pgésona] sense of the.tenﬁ's meaning. ";:'-.-, S >
’ Teachers showing no interest in gnvlssﬂmenta; educatioﬁ ;ere . "' e
’, ) c}assifjed as “non-gdbpiers"ianq.se!arated.ffom the sample. The remgiﬁde% ‘
f | were ident%%&éd as the pdfentia] market and were divﬁ@edvinté "?otentia1 —
- adopters," those indicating an intergst but no use, and “adopters," )
. ‘ those indicating both interest and use. On a useable return rate of 69%, ’
the major finding. from this portioq of the survey i;’that pvgr 80% 6f the' -

gota] sample fell into the potential market;‘]z% ﬁerp potential adgpters N L=
and 70% were adopters (Table 1). B - '

IS

L4 L)

1 4

It is important for anyone marketing a new product.to be able to’

identify the salient cﬁaracteristics,of the péténtia] market in order to

s,

integrate the appropriate combination, of marketing variables. Any . |
. , L DA 1

|

|

|

\

|

|

|

. particular markéf, however: is far from homoéeneous and'is usug{}y made
up of many parts or segments which are dr}tica] in identifying the real
- marketing opportunities. Historically, American business firms regarded N
;tz;:ﬁ\ apﬁéa] to the mass market as the key toprofits and have treaté@ the . ‘
' . market as a collection of buyers dﬁdiffenentiated in their needs and
' \\ désifes. As competition.intensified, however, pro%it'marﬁﬁns declinéd'

A . . .
\ as did each firm's market éhgre. This‘provided the impetus -for gaining

.’

\ advantade through market segmentation. Segmentation is crucial to the
marketing orientatio? We‘héve accepted: the un&erstan@ing and satisfyiqg' ,
\.of consumer needs.4 If'needs were undifferentiated,we could ignore that
2 ésheé% and return to a mass marketing strategy. If needs'are different-
- \ated, however, it is through segmentation that the potential of various

" \

éarggﬁ markets is realized.
T . .
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L ‘ Table 1 '

ADOPTER CATEGORY FREQUENGY DISTRIBUTIONS . <

- 2,

“ Percent based oﬁ
Categories Number (n = 550) o Numbér Returned
Non-adopter Total . 98 ‘ 18

"Ignhorant 14 3
Knowledgeable 1- - 4] 7
Knowledgeable 2 - 41 7
Knowledgeable 3 2 0
Potential Market 452, 82 .
*< potential Adopter Total 67 - 12
Potentia] Adopter 1 60 1
Potential Adopter 2°:=- - 7 ]
Potential Adopter 3 0 0.
 Adopter Total 385 70°
- Adopter 1 63 11
Adopter 2 217 39
Adopter 3 97 18 -
Adopter 4 - 8 - 1
Volunteers for Part II 41@;3 . fgj’ﬁz 75~
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-, .. ‘Kotler (1972) states:
° , v - <+ Market. segmentation is the subdivising of a market into '
. - * . homogeneous subsets of customers, where any subset may
conceivably be selected as a market target,to be reached : '
. : : w1th a distinct marketing mix (p.. 166). .

) Nhi]e the primary objective of this part of the studyjhas_IQ define

" the potent1a1 market for—env1ronmenta1 educatlon, a secondary obJect1ve I~

:was to locate characteristics that wou]d discriminate between adopter -

. .

- _'categorles. Such character1st1cs could then be used as a ba51s for
segmentation. "Adopter" categor1e¢ were compared on ]9 non-product
speci?ic characteristics. By and large, chargcterlstlcs that wére

\ seiected had been linked 1n the 11terature to the quality of "1nnovat1ve- ) Co

ness" (Rogers and Shoemaker 197]). S1gn1f1cant differences (.05 tevel or

a——— e

better) were found on fihe of the 19 characteristics: subject area taught,

',political phi]oSophj, number of other teachers known ‘to be using environ--

.

Je

- mental themes in’ their c]asérobms, degreé’ of student influence on
respOndent*s teaching, and‘environmental attitudes Only subject area

' taught prov1des a llkely basis for a useful segmentatlon The others are

- L.

not 1dent1f1able by any read11y observable medns and therefore, the1r 4

. ) ' ,ut111ty is 1imited te the general 1nsqghts they cast on the‘groups between .
which they discriminate: —— — ) : C.

. Ihe probablllty that. subject area would figure heavily in cho1ce
1 . . PN} 1

' 5ehav1or seemed overuhe]mlng. The real quest1on revolved around how to
utiiize this knowledge to mahe the'most aupropriate se]eetidn of subjects
-:‘ E for;future study. Two criteria were formulated tb aid dn the selection. )
First, we wanted to aik\thétstudy at ‘the largest.markets available. This ' |
) e . . Lo - S |

eliminated most of the. non-academic subject areas since they generally

ATy

|

\

|

|
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1

|
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account for & sma11er'proportibn of teachers in the potential market.
But a certatn amount of caution néeds to be exercised. The base number
of teachers in.each subjéct area is not an appropriate ‘quide. Certain -

suBJect areas contrlbute disproportionately to the potent1a] market which

e -

“»of interest shown in environmental education. The use, of a variety of

woqu not_be_reflected in the. base_totals,__Iable_zcshowsﬂthe;bneakdown_ S

-of the potentla] market by subJect area. The most usefu] guide is the

percent: of the potentlal market based upon useab]e returns. However,

since the probab111ty of a useab]e return is dependent to some extent N

L]

*on membershlp in the potentlal market we a]so 1nc]ude the percent of

useable returns based upon.the tota), mailed. A h]gh flgure 1n both

4

columns ind?cates a‘signjficant portion of the subject area inithe potehtial-

>, a A . . - M -
market. — .. / .
S e - ‘,.‘ o= S ,
. A ) ‘e ) . K] 4 , C- )
'CharacteristicS of the Consumer:_ . oo ~ , .
~-Three, subJect areas’ were chosen for detal]ed exam1natlon -- §cience, ..

social stud1es, and language arts. A second consumer survey (n= 120) was
’ |
undertaken among members of'the potentlal market in those areas (Tab]e 3). - \

In addition to subject area, the sampleANas a]so,stratlfled on thé basis

. § 3 : . - .
fo]]ow -up techniques resu]ted in a 91% useable response rate.
@ The marketlng 1nstrument was constructed on theerat}onale of the. .

attﬂtude mode] of consumer choise behavlor Accord1ng to

* ' <

multi-attribu

this model, brapd (curgiculum) preference 1s a summatloh across*brand g
attributes, qf the importance of an attr1bute times. the’ 1n91V1dua1 § belief .

concerning the extent to which a satisfactory level of the sttribute is —
A h ) P
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~ Table 2~ - -«
BREAKDOWN OF THE POTENTIAL MARKET BY SUBJECT AREA
s . - L & \{
RIS s Pot. = o o
X . , ¢+ Market L
' . . \.’ - ]-n . ;‘;‘: .-
’ Total ~Useable .% Useable Pot. - % Pot. Useable Ye
Subject Area Sample . Returns Returns Market Market Returns T
. - [ . -
Arts and Crafts 30 17 . 57 4 37 82,

- . Business Education 49 \ »3_5‘\\\%5 - 7 . 23 5 66 ‘
- S TP Z ‘ |
Foreign' Language 39 - 28T 59 - . 18 .. 4 .. " 78 ' :
Homemaking 42 32 76 30 7 o4 , . ‘

s W .

Industrial Arts - - 33 24 - C 73 21

4 Language Arts 168 02 b1 . 93 " 91

Mathematics 1. ome .. 9% .81 . 60 63

Rusic . n A . e8- 7

3. .

"-Physical Education - 68 . 3§ 53 28 6 77 ‘
Science e e 7 66 . 15 99 1
Social Studies 115 - @ - o w u % o

| ' ' | ' 15, 3 100 o ‘

_Vocational Education 18, 15,
' 52 100 82

S . TOTAL . 798 _ " 550

‘
s te
. %
. i

. Nt . .

. 3 - s
’ /\ . . N ~
B . > " '

’ . . -
D) .

- i
" Pl )
] E’il ——cea
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i . .
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A
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: Table 3 . - -
. . * . : '\_I‘ 7
) o SURVEY DESFGN WITH N's PER CELL - _\
¢ , ' S o
\‘ - A " ’
» Lahguage Arts - Science Social.Studies ) 9
A.C. #1  A.C. #2 A.C. #1- A.C. #2 A.C. #1 A.C. #2  Total

Package 1 3 3 i 4 4 3 20

Package 2 3 3 3 gy - g 3 20

Package 3 3 3 3 4 4 .3 20

" . Package 4 3 v 3 4 ’/}\3 4 4 20 - .
Package 5 3 3 4 3 -3 .4 20
3 :Package 6 3 . 3 4 . 3 3 4 20 .
: Total 18 18 21 21 . 21 21 120
kY - Al '-‘,‘
’ X i N
- ! Y i ‘
] 3
. | 7 '
' ) / . / \
’ 3‘ '/./ f _\
. T -~ ’
-8-
‘ . 4 /. *
' \ 10 ! ' N ’
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’ A =T Ty ijk .
, ‘ i=1 7
T ' \ '
where: - o S : S ‘
- . - . " L] \
/A = Summary attitude. . 4 : ] ' e
/// I = The weight or importance of an attribute . ’ : -
© . B =The evaluative aspect or. bellef;toward_an_attr1hufe LS
i = Attribute. |
, j = Brand. * .
) k - Consumer. y ) .

Fifteen curricu1um attributes were chosen for-uge in this study (Figure-1).
Respondent attitudes toward six commercia]]y available environmental packéges]

were obtained along w1th data ref]ect1ng the components of the multi-attribute

model. The six packaoes were chosen to represent the-array of curr1cu1um attri> -
< - —~
. ‘butes thought ]1ke1y to be 51gn1f1cant in consumer response “ -
: If the multi-attribute model used in this study 1s accurate, br&nd

eference is exp]a;ned by attitudes -- made up of percept1on of and values for

%

given product attributes. Since perception is product related, the fundamenta1

o

’ dimension separat1ng groups with differing brand preferences is the re]atlve

va]ue or 1mportance~a551gned to product attributes. ‘ ) ) ! d).“

- . L]

Importance ratings were taken on fifteen product attr1butes using a 7-
point continuum scale running from Yno importance" to "cruclall;lgmportant."
, Each score was adjusted for oth means and standard deviation through a standérd:l
2 score transformation. 4 . ‘ . ' ' b i
|

. ‘. X

ES

together.into one coherent curriculum; therefore, the term pach is-used as

" 1 ¢lassroom materials constructed for environmental education are’ seldom pu]]ed -
% ggt by a single

Y\\ "a general descripter for one or more materials distributed a
sourcé\ by

\\, N _9_ ’ . , FEEARN

4 Y [

\ . .,
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“FIFTEEN CURRICULUM ATTRIBUTES \
- " i el ’ .
1 . COST is the amount of money required to make successful use. of °
. instructional mater1a1s -in the c]assroom
Lo 2  PREPARATION TIME is' the amount of t1me needed to adequate]y
: - Yo prepare to-use a-set gf mater1als in thé c]assroom .
3 °  PHYSICAL. APPEARANCE -is a. measure of the feeling that is trans-
., mitted by the ﬂl%;k" of a set of materials. -

4 ABILITY LEVEL is the~grade for which materials appear most
appropr1atq

5 CLASS TIME is the total amount of 1nstruct‘ona1 time that would

o be required to make mean1ngfu1 use of a set of materials. :
6 - INTENDED USER 1S\the group students or teachers ~- for wh1ch
;- the fbrm or structure is mo t suitable. . ‘
K 2 REFE&ENT describes how c]os;\the subject matter of a set of

matérials js to the student. . . N

8 - APPROACH is an 1nd1cator of the k1nd of ipteraction encouraged
by a set of mater1als between teacher, student apd eontent.

9 COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION is the tent to whith materials encourage
the use of resources from the létéﬂ community. N
10 PERSPECTIVE descr1bes the manner in wh1cH’va]ue-1&den issues are
handled. , ' _
11 PARTFALLTY is the degree to wh1ch certa1n arguments areffavored in.
X the preséntation. . i ) - N
) T2 «SUBJECT AREA CONCORDANCE is a measure qf comparability with
trad1t1ona1 notions of curriculum and 1nstruct1on in your subject |
area 5 £ \‘ ]
; 13 7 COMPATIBILITY*:s the deggg (of f1t between expectat1ons and demands.
: 14 TRIALABILITY is thé extent” to whgch a set;u;mater!als may be tr1ed
) out on a Timited ar trial basis.
1% - COMPLEXITY is the degree to which the proper, ut1]1zat1on of a setK
°"of materials becomes a comp11cated affair, , <
2 B ' o
- - \ 3 |
. -10- . E
- T ' : — {‘\P‘
S 12 , . ' A
. ) @b'
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1 IZ -l
D - \ . ! }
Where: : . ’
1Z = Importance Z score transformat1on . : .
I = Raw importance score. *
S ¥ Standard deviation. )
i Attribute. . < ) ?
: . k’= Respondent ” . .
/ : . ’
zihe chester ana1y51s program HICLUS (johnson, 1971) was used to
form market segment by grouping subject with similar attribute importance
responses. The ana]ys1s'gne1ded the four clusters described statistically
]
in Table 4. The c]uster statistic reported in “the tabTe 1s a relative
1nd1cator of. the strength or compactness of the cluster. The higher the
statlstxc the more 51m1]ar are members of the cluster.
4. T~
The chief advantage of the mu1t1 attr1bute mode 11es in its d1agnoi;}c ‘
. * & -
qualit1es Determlnatlon of brand strengths ‘and weaknesses on relevant product,
attrlbutes can. ‘then be used to suggest specific changes in a brand and its
L
market support. The first step 1p utilizindsthe d1agnost1c qua]1t1es of the mode] N

is to isolate the relevant prodict attributes. The second step is to analyze !
\ - . A Y ’

the express1on of these attributes ip spec1f1c curr1cu1um packages and’ the

eva]uat1on of them by different market segments o “ j

-~

Table 5 shows the resuits of -regression analysis across the C]uster

.1,

Set. The attrlbute eva1uat1on var1ab1es were entered’ stepw1se 1nto the
ana]ys1s until the F 1o enter the next var1ab1e became less gman 4. .This

1nsured that var1ab]es 1n the regre551on'equat1on are s1gn1f1cant at approxi-

-

- fmate]y the .01 level or better The defendant variable was an overall statement

. of preference for a given curr-;cu]un?ﬁ(age.' ) , .

»

-11-

.
B o . . .
¢ .
. . .
. * -
A} yl ‘3 ¢ .
B . . -
' ) \l_/ ' ‘ ” Y
. . : . .
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Table 4
- DESCRIPTION OF CLUSTERS
Cluster® . Size (n) Cluster Statistic .
22 - 5,79
30 £ 8.03 -
21 ‘ ‘2,719 7
' 36 11.35
- 109
A
. -Table 5
RESULTS OF REGRESSION ANALYSIS
- Cluster . R? daf . Var. [ Beta
A .53 - 3,54 ' Sub. Area dbnco?d. .44 -
' . ° Referent .36
_ Ability Level 20
B 52+ 3,87 Prep. Time 39 -
: v . Approach .28
. <L Class Time .21
, C .28 2,56 Class Time .35
oo Referent ‘ .28
il .15 - 2,90 Referent ‘ 24
) ’ Appearance e 7"—\\ .23 .
Combined .34 5,305 Referent .18
' R ) < Prep. Time .15
Appearance A7
" " Sub. Area Concord.. .%8
’ ) .15
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We first observe that relatively few variab]es'are ai]oﬁed to
enter the equation. Only five out of the fifteen are allowed ¥n the .
combined regression equation, and no more than 4 ire allowed into the
equatjons of the individual clusters; Of‘course; we could lower the F
required to enter, but negatire beta'weights’begin appearing, in&icatfng a
chance bccurrence at the giyen significanoe level. Secondly, there,appears
to be considerable over]apgin that several var:ahles are significant pre-
dictors for more than one cluster. This indicates™that relatively few
v\ariables account for most of the variance in a curriculum choice decisioa.

Further analysis is shown to provide as complete a picture of the

market as the data will }ermit. In Table 6 the variables *found to be signi-"

ficant predictors are listed along with the leyels of each. ﬁesponses are

- divided by package to demonstrate the perce1ved level of the variable

character1z1ng that package. The mean attrlbute eva]uat1on ‘score is then’
entered for that level of that variable in that package.  The description |
of the‘narket~begins yith a‘subtable of the comp]etelnatrix showing,margfn
totais as well as ‘individual cell entries. A Final entry gives the'mean
summative attitude b} package. \

There were five levels created for each perception variable. 'tach
respondent rece1ved one real package (out of a poss1b1e 6) fgr which he
1nd1cated the perceived level of the at&r]bute or varlable This results in
a matrix coptaining 30 cells. Since some clusters contain as few as 21
subjects, it is, c]ear that there are many blank cells and virtua]]y:noﬂ

poss1b111ty of establishing stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant differences between '

ceP]s Subtab}e 2 of the description shows the resu]ts of a one»wayﬂanalys1s

‘of variance for each var1ab1e across packages and coﬁTaps1ng through var1ab1e

[}

1evels A modified vers1on of the least s1gn1f1caﬁg?d1fference%nange test

14 4 i
e, -13- g ' . “
15

N



Table 6

ANALYSIS OF CLUSTER B -

’

’

&
-

6.1 Attribute Evaluatlon Means (Broken Down by Perception Level and

Package)
v —Packages - .
Variable Perception Level 1 2 3 b 5 6 | avg.
{"Much Less = 7.0 === —— === —17.0
‘ _ RN . (1)
Somewhat Less’ 6,0 ~——= 7.0 -==* 7.0 5.5 {6.2
Mbout the d él) é (1) .6 Q) (@ |-
out the Same .0 0 5.5 .5 5.3 6.0 {5.9
R e | e @ o o o @ ab
. - Somewhat More 3.5 - - Fomm- =— 4.2
missing 13 2) (3) (5)
(n = 107) ( . , rE .
g Much More 3.0° === 6.0 - 5.0 - |4.7
, - @ (1) @ .
“ Not Applicable! .| 4.7 6.3% 6.0 6.3 5.3 5.1 |5.7
‘ - (10) (16) (12) (15) (12). (13)} (78)
Average 4.8 6.3 6.0 6.1 &4 . 5.3 | 5.60
: 17y Q9 @16) .(20) ~(17) (18) | (107)
Teacher Directed | 3.0 === === -~ 5.0 =~— 14.0
' o Q. " (1) @) -
* Mostly Teacher - | 5.0 6.0, === 2.0 2.5 4.0 4.0
© .3 (D) (1) (2) (2.} (9
Balanced 6.0 "5.5* 6.0 === 5.5 5.7 | 5.7 .
.o ' : (3) (2) (1) . (2) (3) . (K1)
Approach Mostly Student = === 6.5 6.3 === 6.4
= 120 ? , (2)-. (3 (5)
missing 8 | Student DirectediL - - e 6.0, =-= ~-—— 16.0
(n = 112) h (1) (1)
¢ | Not Applicable 3.0 5.9 5.2 6.1 4.4 4.7 | 5.4
. g (13) (16) (13) (16) (12) (14)| (84),
Average 3.8 - 5.9° 5.4 5.9 4.4 4.8 | 5.01
. (20) (19) (16) . (21) (17) (19)| (112)
!

] . MNot Appl]cab1e" means that the respondent evaluated the written
descr1ptlon and was not asked to provide percept1ons
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. ) Table 6 (continued)
a2 . Packagps B .
Variable Perception Level 1 2 3‘//§F 4 5 6 avg
1 Day . PR - ...-..’ ::.. ——
| 2-3,Days - — 5.0 —-|5.8
T (2)- RS
4—-8 Dayse, -— 4,0 - 6.0} 5.5
. . ] , (2) (1) p-(6) -
C}lagslgs‘“a 8-Days=Month 3.0 7 === === 3.0 4.0 == 1.3.6
ﬁissing 13 (1)~ . ay. @ (5)
“(n = 107) More Than a Month |-5.8 4.0 -—- 5.5 - —~— 4.0 ] 5.3
’ ) (5) . (1) -(2) (1) 179
Not Applicable 4,3 6.1 5.6 g 5.5 4.6 4.7 5.3
(12) (16) (l7zﬁ\JéZO) (16) (16} | (79)
Average 4.4 %.1 S.é:’/ﬁﬁ.s 4.6 4.8 | 5.19
(19) (19) (17) ~ (20) (16) (16)| €107)
Summary Attitude - 7.1 10.4 9.4 9.5 8.6 7.3 | 8.69
. J(19) (19) (16) (21) (17) "(20)| (112)
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6:2- Analysis of Variance (ﬁe;ns’Collqbsed Across Perception‘Leyelé)f

Variable F ) F ptob.. Packages_Grouped in Homogeneous Subsets
N ) H . - — = T
Prep. Timg4.72 .001 @ (6 5 3 D
- Approach - 6.86 .000 ~ Q- (5‘ l 6; 3) 2 D ¢
.Class Time 3.70° |  .004 ICRE 6 4 3} 2)
Sun. Att.” 7.30 |  .000 ta— T 15 3. 4 2
» ) \ ) .
o ° A
o .~14a-
W 17 . | .




| 1nterva] scales (Edwards, 1957) Somewhat more caut1on however, ‘needs to

) R2. If the choice-of var1ab1es d1d not account for a re]at%ve]y large rﬂ;;j,

: féb
- c]uster statlst1c 1nd1cat1ng a greater degree of similar tyjim its members

from the Statlstlcal Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) is calcu]ated

and packages are grouped in homogeneous sub sets. Subtables 3 and]4 are’
C

given only for the undifferentiated combined market. Subtable 4 shows the
. {
mean level of each perception variable by package. One-way ana]ysjs of
variance is ‘'used to test differences in penception across packageg. Sub- ’ ,

table 5 gives- the results of a one-way analysis of variance of thé summative

{

attitude for each package hy cluster. o :
The reader should be aware that the calculation of means'and the use

of the analysis of-variance assumes interva]-sca]ed properties ﬁhich may or

-

may not'be entirelyfﬁustified here. This is of 1ess 1mportancz/1n the '

attrlbute eva]uatzon data, since the 7- p01nt L1kert type scale has been

found to give resd}ts that are v1rtua1]y 1dent1ca1 to 51m11ar1y constructed

be taken in 1nterpret1ng mean dlfferences 1n“the 5 pofnt attribute percept1on
... * . © .
responses. . .-

-

Ana1y51s is cont1nued on C]uster 8. .In deciding to foéus on the

segment defined by this c]uster ‘the 1n1t1a1 requ1rement was/a substant1a]

/ . ———

J

portion of the wvariance in the regre551on equatlon then a tentlon to these
%

‘ Cluster B has the hlghest stat1st4c in the set. |

|
2 .. |
C]uster B has an R¢ close to .5. SecondTy, we looked for Sﬂie1?t1%§1y h1gh . .




Analysis of Cluster B ' ‘ . .

Cluster B contains @bout 28% of the teachers in the science-social - .'\(
studies-language art§ market. The results of the analysis for this cluster S

are given in Table 6. Thiree curriculum attributes were found to be signi-
ificant predictorS'qf package preference. They are:. . .

. ' 1) Preparation Time; ' &. Approach, and 3) Class Time .
N
‘"C]ass T1me" carries approx1mate1y ]/2 the weight-of "Preparation Time" and

3/4 the wefﬁht of "Approach" in the regression equation (Table 5). o >
2~ In averaglng across perception levels we find that C]uster B evaluates

the six packages differently.Package ] is a]ways evaluated s1gn}f1cant1y : j
below Package 2. 1In general, Packages 1, 5 .and 6 tend to be eva]uated

below Packages 2, 3, and 4 acr0§s~a]] attr1butes The same trend across

packages is evident in the suymmary attitudes. A’, ' -

| 4 M -

The marginals going across perception levels show higher evaluations *
uth less preparﬁtlon t1me, more student direction, and lower requirements in . e

class time. A]though the d1fferences are not a]ways 51gn1f1cantg these
» ' .
characteristlcs are genera]]y assoc1ated more with Packages 2, 3, »and 4 than

with Packages 1, 5 and 6, as shown in Subtables 5.8.3 and 5.8.4 where percep-

-

tions are comb1ned across clisters.. ) : T
A} ., P
More generaliy, it appears., that this segment may be most interested v

in 50me short»tenn, Iow effort, add-ons to the existing curriculum. Two of
.the most 1mportant attr]butes Tow requarements in preparat1on ;nd class timet
_ point to a desﬁre to “splce yp" the existing, curriculum rather than to make T
7 substantive changes' N , LT
C whtle the,above may'he.stretching the data somewhat, we can conclude
thatlgluster B p;efers envtronﬁenta] curriculum materials. with 1ittle prepara-

ti%n time, an approach a]1ow1ng for student se1f-d1rect10n and sma]] reQulre-

ments {n c]ass tlme in that oder of importance. Further, these qua]1t1es are
Q ‘ ] l:‘ . . *s' - -]6-

° ¥ . - ' . - *
. ’ 1 9 i .
- v . ’ ,
L = 4
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i

-best exemplified in Péckage 2 and aJso to a lesser extend in Packages 3
and 4. This cluster would: probably respond to a well-directed marketing

:
T

' effort. . ) : .

\ ) ' : I 4
. . “""\\:\ . -‘ ’ ' . ) ..hh . K :' '.'
Summary ' . . .o
Tne'app]icatipnlof markeETng serategjes‘to'cnrriEUlum deveiopment-is ’
fraught with difficulties. The methodology is not as.yet s'nfficiently |
edyanced to provide.secure footing,.and the eutnor is the fﬁrst to admit to
.inherent defect in the design proposed on these pages.-'For'the'field in
i general, problems are in choosing‘end jmp]ementiné'prbeedures for seghenta-
.tion and in the mdde]ind of consuner choice behavior, leferences in report-
f-lng ss;les is a chron1c prob]em 1n market1ng as ih any survey research, and
there IS the realﬂzatlon that peop?e d1ffer %n thEIP ability to know their
- own;mands and to repor% thereupon :, . . ) ) ‘ ‘ ' S
Desp1te con51derab]e d]ff]CU]ty w1th methodology, .the 1nvestlgator is '
conflrmed in his major recommendatlon to ma1nta1n a strong consumer focus
throughout all phgses of currlcu]um éevelopmént Conceptnally; the focus'on
consumer needs (where the teacher is viewed as consumer) is quite foreign to -
the field, but the offer of a mutua]]y beneficial_exchange’relationshjp /

Y » . ’ e r

between-teacher and curriculum specialist is promising, - .
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